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supported in Richmond City Ry. Co. v. Scott, 86 Va., 902, and Cincinnati, 
N. O. & T. P. Ry. Co. v. Richardson, 14 Ky. Law Rep., 367. The carrier 
is generally held liable for negligent direction in inducing a passenger to 
leave a train, Laub v. Chicago, B. & O. Ry. Co., 118 Mo. App., 488, but 
there is authority that it is not the carrier's duty to assist the passenger, 
by direction or otherwise, in alighting. Raben v. Central Iowa Ry., 73 la., 
579. 



Constitutional Law — Equal Protection of Laws — Discrimination 
Between Races. — People v. Robinson, 132 N. Y. Supp., 674. — Held, in pro- 
ceedings before a magistrate for disorderly conduct consisting in sending 
to a woman letters declaring love and insisting and proposing marriage, 
the reception over defendant's objection of evidence that he is of the negro 
race, and the taking of that fact into consideration by the magistrate, do 
not violate any constitutional right of the defendant, and do not deprive 
him of the equal protection of the laws, nor discriminate against him on 
account of race or color. 

The promotion of colored persons to citizenship is not an admission 
of them to all the rights and privileges of white persons, in the same man- 
ner and to the same extent. Green v. State, 58 Ala., 190. There may be 
discriminations between classes of persons where reasons exist which 
make them necessary or advisable, but there can be none based upon 
grounds purely arbitrary. Story on the Constitution, Sec. 1961. Equal 
protection of the law means that all have access to the same courts, like 
.rules of evidence are required, and no discrimination in degree of liability 
incurred or punishment inflicted for a violation of the laws. Pace v. 
Alabama, 106 U. S., 583; In re Grice, 79 Fed., 627; Hayes v. Missouri, 
120 U. S., 68. The legislature may provide a special punishment for a 
special class of offenders. Ex parte Liddell, 93 Cal., 633; People v. Coon, 
67 Hun. (N. Y.), 523. A statute providing that a person of one race be 
punished more severely than a person of another race is invalid because 
of race discrimination. Ho Ah Kow v. Nunan, 5 Sawy. (U. S.), 552. 
Excluding Chinese as witnesses for or against white persons is not dis- 
crimination. Li Sing v. United States, 180 U. S., 486. But a statute elim- 
inating negroes from jury duty is invalid. Ex parte Virginia, 100 U. S., 313. 
Race and color may be made a constituent of an offense, provided it does 
not lead to a discrimination in punishment. Ellis v. State, 42 Ala., 526. 



Contracts — Invalidity — "Public Policy." — Couch v. Hutchinson, 
57 Sou. (Ala.), 76. — Held, that the public policy the Court is concerned 
with in determining whether a contract is void is that evidenced by the 
Constitution, the statutes, or definite principles of customary law, developed 
by the course of judicial decisions, and the Court should not declare a 
contract void on such a ground, except in a case free from doubt. 

Public policy of a state is not determined by the opinions of judges 
as to the moral or social advantage of the community. U. S. v. Trans- 
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Missouri Freight Assn., 166 U. S., 290; Mahorner v. Hooe, 9 S. & M. 
(Miss.), 247. It must be determined from the Constitution of a state, its 
statutes, and the decisions of its courts thereupon. Hartford Fire Ins. Co. 
v. Chicago, etc., Ry. Co., 70 Fed., 201 ; Enders v. Enders, 164 Pa. St., 266. 
A contract is invalid on the ground o^public policy if at the time of its 
making its general tendency was opposed to the principles of public wel- 
fare. Fuller v. Dane, 18 Pick. (Mass.), 472; Richardson v. Crandall, 48 
N. Y., 348. There is no necessity that in a particular case any injury to 
the public has resulted. Firemen's Charitable Assn. v. Berger, 13 La. Ann., 
209. In proving a contract invalid on the ground of its contravention of 
public policy, as in proving it void on account of fraud or other illegality, 
the burden of proof is upon him who asserts its invalidity. Richardson v. 
Mellish, 2 Bing. (Eng.), 229; Board man v. Thompson, 25 Iowa, 487. 



Corporations — Foreign Corporations — Liability To Suit — Noel 
Const. Co. of Baltimore City v. George W. Smith & Co., 193 Fed., 492. — 
Held, that a corporation of one State is liable to suit in another State only 
when it is doing business therein. 

It was fairly well settled at common law that a foreign corporation 
holding no property within a State could not be sued in that State. Andrews 
v. Michigan Cent. R. Co., 99 Mass., 534; McQueen v. Middletown Mfg. Co., 
16 Johns., 5. But even at common law, before the advent of statutes on 
the topic, there was considerable authority holding that a foreign corpora- 
tion was bound by the service of process vtpon its officer in a State where it 
was doing business. Burrow S. S. Co. v. Kane, 170 U. S., 100; Chosen 
Freeholders v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 42 N. J. L., 490. The common law, 
however, has largely yielded to statutes which have been passed in most of 
the States requiring foreign corporations doing business in other States 
to submit to their several jurisdictions when process is duly served on 
their local agents. Marshall on Private Corporations, Sec. 444. And a 
foreign corporation doing business in such a State is by the great weight of 
authority held to have at least impliedly assented to the statutes, and will 
be bound by such a process. Merchants' Mfg. Co. v. Grand Trunk R. Co., 
13 Fed., 358; Reyer v. Odd Fellows' Fraternal Accident Ass'n., 157 Mass., 
367. But when a foreign corporation is not doing business within a State, 
a court cannot acquire jurisdiction over it by service of process upon an 
officer of it who happens casually to come inside the State. Goldey v. 
Morning News, 156 U. S., 518 ; Newell v. Great Western R. Co., 19 Mich., 
336. It becomes, therefore, of primary importance to determine what the 
statutes mean by "doing business." While this is a matter in which each 
case must be considered individually, it seems that the balance of authority 
clearly inclines toward the view that a single transaction does not neces- 
sarily bring the foreign corporation within the statutes. Cooper Mfg. Co. v. 
Ferguson, 113 U. S., 727. Contra, State v. Bristol Savings Bank, 108 Ala., 3. 
Nor are repeated transactions, culminating in contracts which are con- 
summated outside the State, within the purview of the statutes even though 
they have been solicited by itinerant agents within the State from State 



